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Prof. Arto Mustajoki has taught a course on the ethics of research and aca-
demic administration and co-authored a book on the subject (Clarkeburn &
Mustajoki 2007). Having recently led the study and publication of the
Konikovo Gospel, a bilingual Greek and Macedonian manuscript (Lindstedt
& al., eds., 2008), I have become aware that even philological practices re-
quire critical reflection: how has the academic and social context influenced
the work in our research project, and what ethical questions have been in-
volved? How have we actually arrived at the results of our research, and
how do we present them?
The discovery
The story begins in Alexandria, Egypt. The Greek-Orthodox Patriarchate of
Alexandria has a library preserving a great number of valuable books and
manuscripts. In describing and conserving the manuscripts, the Patriarchate
has received significant help from the Academy of Finland’s Centre of Ex-
cellence, ‘Ancient and Medieval Greek Documents, Archives and Libraries’,
led by Jaakko Frösén (cf. Frösén & Hakkarainen 2005). At the end of 2003,
the Finnish historian and philologist Mika Hakkarainen, studying the mainly
Greek manuscripts of the library, came across a relatively new evangeliary,
perhaps from the end of the 18th century, with the call number Bibl. Patr.
Alex. 268. The manuscript contained parallel Greek and Slavonic columns,
both written in Greek letters. Not being a Slavist himself, Hakkarainen con-
tacted me, asking whether the manuscript might be of interest, and sent me
digital photos on a compact disc.
Some years earlier, Hakkarainen and I had participated in an interdisci-
plinary research project on the Balkans, which is why it was natural for him
first to contact me. Later the cooperation between Slavists and Classical
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scholars proved several times to be indispensable for the study of this manu-
script, as we will see.
At the Department of Slavonic and Baltic Languages and Literatures, we
recognised the Slavonic text of Manuscript 268 to be in a Macedonian dia-
lect. Nina Graves, writing her doctoral dissertation on Macedonian gram-
mar, was the first to identify the text as representing a type of Lower Vardar
dialect and therefore coming from what is now Northern Greece. The text
seemed very interesting in its linguistic details, and its orthographic solu-
tions were admirably suited for writing Slavonic. We knew that some ver-
nacular Macedonian Gospel texts written in Greek letters had existed in the
19th century, but it was not immediately clear whether Manuscript 268
contained a text that was already well-known in scholarship or whether it
was a new discovery. Of course, at this stage every philologist hopes to have
found something previously unknown. The libraries of Finland are poor in
Slavonic manuscripts – especially in South Slavonic manuscripts! – which is
why their study does not have a strong tradition among the Finnish Slavists;
it was thus not entirely obvious to us what to do next.
Then came the first of those happy coincidences that were to be numer-
ous in this endeavour. Perhaps they come to the well prepared, as they say?
I was reading Carlton’s book (1991) on the phonological history of Slavonic
languages and noticed the short example he gives on p. 383, showing Sla-
vonic written in Greek letters. I immediately recognised a passage from
Manuscript 268. It turned out that the passage had originally been published
by Jordan Ivanov (1917, 267; 1931, 181–185) a long time ago.1 Ivanov cop-
ied it from a printed book that he called Konikovsko evangelie, the Konik-
ovo Gospel, because its translator, Pavel Božigropski, had been born in the
village of Konikovo. The book had been published in Solun, Greek Thessa-
loniki, in 1852.
Now  we  even  had  a  name  for  the  manuscript:  the  Konikovo  Gospel,  a
source briefly mentioned in all studies of the history of Modern Macedonian
Gospel translations. Nothing really new, therefore, and this was at first a
disappointment. But notice that what Ivanov had written about was a printed
book, whereas we had a manuscript – perhaps the translator’s autograph?
Moreover, all the other Macedonian vernacular Gospels from the 19th cen-
tury had been published, but neither Ivanov nor any later scholar had pub-
lished  the  entire  text  of  the  Konikovo  Gospel,  though  it  was  the  oldest  of
1 In  fact  the  identification  with  Ivanov’s  text  was  not  so  straightforward.  Carlton’s
immediate source was not Ivanov, but Moszy?ski (1984: 25–26), who in turn led us to
Ivanov. And the greater part  of the passage given by Ivanov is on page 4 of the manu-
script – the sole page that Mika Hakkarainen had accidentally skipped when photo-
graphing the manuscript! One more compact disc from Alexandria was therefore needed
before I could be certain of the identification.
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them. Had the book been lost? This in fact seemed to be the case: all studies
quoted Ivanov, but nobody reported having seen the book itself. This made
our discovery important again – the book had been lost before it had been
properly studied, but now we had its manuscript! At this stage, we could not,
of course, exclude the possibility that the book might turn up somewhere
after all, but at least the scholars of Macedonian did not know where it could
be located. The original manuscript was therefore a real find.
I wrote a short news item about the discovery for the research news page
of  the  university  web  site.  This  required  some  non-trivial  decisions  as  to
how the manuscript should be described and defined. People are interested if
something old and unique is found, but Manuscript 268 was not particularly
old, and its uniqueness was at first difficult to define. Finally we arrived at a
formulation that we later also used on the Konikovo home page: ‘What
makes the manuscript unique is its bilinguality, and the fact that both the
Greek and the Slavonic texts represent the vernacular, not the church lan-
guage. The Slavonic part is the oldest known text of greater scope that di-
rectly reflects the living dialects of Southern Macedonia. It is also the oldest
known Gospel translation in Modern Macedonian.’ The expression ‘oldest
... Modern’ might seem to be rather vague, if not outright circular, because
what  counts  as  the  ‘Modern’  stage  of  a  given  language  is  only  a  scholarly
convention. But fortunately there had been a clear break in Bible translations
into Macedonian: Cyril and Methodius used the living Slavonic dialect of
the Thessaloniki region in their translations in the 9th century; thereafter
came a hiatus of almost a millennium during which the Bible texts did not
directly reflect the spoken language of the region; and then came our manu-
script. Whenever the ‘Modern’ period of the Macedonian language began, it
certainly was some time in that millennium. And the attempts to write the
Macedonian vernacular in the Modern period had been based on more
northern dialects, which is obviously why the discovery was so significant
for the study of the endangered dialects of Southern (Aegean) Macedonia.
The central question was actually the use of the word ‘Macedonian’ to
define the Slavonic language in the manuscript. Most of my Bulgarian col-
leagues probably say that the manuscript contains a Bulgarian text and that it
is somewhat marginal for the history of the Bulgarian language. This is a
more complicated question that I will address later in this essay: did we de-
fine the manuscript as Macedonian only to enhance its apparent signifi-
cance?
Later I also had to ponder what counts as a discovery. Since Manuscript
268 had a call number, it had been registered in the catalogues of the library
in Alexandria, and it had already been described in a Greek catalogue by
Moschonas (1945, 245) as containing text ‘in vernacular Greek with a trans-
lation into vernacular Bulgarian’ (‘?????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????’). But no Slavist had paid any attention to this in-
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formation; and even had a Slavist done so and travelled to Alexandria, he or
she would probably not have been able to access the manuscript before the
Finnish scholars started their work there. Only now were all the pieces in the
right place. Perhaps ‘discovery’ is not a misnomer for this kind of happy
coincidence – if you do not claim too much personal merit for it.
The research
After this kind of discovery, the moral dilemma is whether to study the find
alone, which might require a very long time and exceed your competence, or
to share it with your colleagues, even with those from other universities,
though it will dilute your personal merit. In our department at the University
of Helsinki, there are only a few specialists in South Slavonic languages,
and only one of them has Macedonian as her main research interest. We did
not have all the historical and dialectological knowledge needed to study the
manuscript properly. So it soon became clear that we would need help from
our Macedonian colleagues, especially since we wanted to publish the
edition  and  study  of  the  manuscript  well  before  the  XIV  International
Congress of Slavists, which, by coincidence, would take place precisely in
Ohrid, Macedonia in 2008.2
The summer after the discovery, in 2004, my then Helsinki colleague
Juhani Nuorluoto visited Macedonia and informed scholars there about
Manuscript 268. He also wrote the first scholarly articles on it (Nuorluoto
2005a; 2005b; 2006). It became clear that the manuscript made an interest-
ing news item for the general public as well. Nuorluoto had to give several
interviews to the Macedonian media, and so did I when I visited the country
the next summer.
In the first days of 2005, when Prof. Ljudmil Spasov from the University
of Skopje was staying at the Humboldt University of Berlin, I flew there
with a disc containing the photos of all the preserved pages of Manuscript
268. Spasov and I drafted a joint research project, and I handed the disc over
to him. Although we hardly knew each other before that private meeting in
Berlin, our ideas of how the manuscript should be studied and published
were remarkably similar, and our cooperation was to run smoothly during
the entire project. What I especially appreciated was that Spasov was also
ready  to  include  the  study  and  publication  of  the  Greek  text  of  the  manu-
script in the research plan as one of our essential tasks. Because Greece does
2 Usually the discovery of a manuscript is only the beginning of a long story: the sensa-
tional Old Church Slavonic manuscripts found in Sinai in 1975 did not receive their first
overall description before 1988 (Tarnanidis 1988), and only now are they slowly be-
coming accessible to scholarship – more than three decades after the original discovery –
owing to the steady and persistent work of Heinz Miklas and other scholars from Vienna
(Miklas 2007).
Jouko Lindstedt
172
not recognise the right of its neighbour to use the name ‘Macedonia’ and
relations between the two countries were, and still are, rather strained, I later
observed that for some other Macedonians, the bilinguality of the manu-
script was something that should preferably be disregarded.
Although the best specialists to help us study the Macedonian text of
Manuscript 268 worked in Skopje, Macedonia, the best libraries for studying
its background were in Sofia, Bulgaria. Because Bulgaria acquired its inde-
pendence in 1878 when Macedonia remained part of the Ottoman Empire,
many Macedonians fled to Bulgaria at that time, and thus in Sofia there are
important archival sources for studying the history of Macedonia.
It was likely that the printed Konikovo Gospel from 1852 could no longer
be found in the libraries of Sofia, but there was one problem that I wanted to
solve when I arrived in the city in the spring of 2005: all Bulgarian studies I
could find described the Gospel as a complete printed book, but the Mace-
donian scholar Blaže Ristovski (1989) wrote that Pavel Božigropski had
only succeeded in having the first few lections of his translations printed. In
the St. Cyril and Methodius Library of Sofia I looked for historical sources
on Pavel. An important source, Stoilov’s (1917) old article in an obscure
periodical, was not accessible as it was being restored, but an anonymous
article from 1860 in the Bulgarian-language newspaper Caregradskij vest-
nik, published in Istanbul, as well as a much later article by Šaldev (1931),
stated quite clearly that Pavel Božigropski had only succeeded in publishing
the first few pages of his Sunday Gospel. These articles were not particu-
larly difficult to find, but most scholars had relied only on Ivanov’s infor-
mation of a whole printed book, and furthermore, copied the information
from each other, without consulting the sources, as Ristovski had done. I
was reminded of an important principle: ad fontes!
The difficult question that no one has yet asked is: Did Ivanov intention-
ally deceive his readers? Perhaps he only made a wrong assumption: since
he had the title page and the first few pages of the book at his disposal, he
assumed that the whole book had existed. But he seems to be intentionally
vague: on the one hand, he does not directly state that he has not seen the
whole book; on the other hand, he does not tell how many pages the book
contains in all. Moreover, at least some of his contemporaries, such as Šal-
dev, knew the real state of the affairs, and, as a historian, Ivanov could not
be ignorant of such a central source as the Caregradskij vestnik. It should be
remembered that Ivanov’s studies had a clear bias: they were aimed at
proving the historical continuity of ‘Bulgarian’ culture in those parts of Ma-
cedonia that had been left outside independent Bulgaria. One way or an-
other, he was carried away by this programme, produced bad scholarship,
and launched a myth of a whole printed book.
But in another detail I had to rely on Ivanov (1931, 184): he claimed that
in the library of the Holy Synod of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church, there
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was a Church Slavonic Apostle handwritten by Pavel Božigropski. I wanted
to see it in order to examine the style of the handwriting, although it would,
of course, be difficult to compare Greek and Cyrillic scripts. The problem I
had  to  solve  was  that  in  Manuscript  268,  there  seemed to  be  two different
handwriting styles – two distinct hands, as it is expressed in palaeography.
The first hand seemed to have made the translation; the second hand had
made some corrections. A comparison with the passage published by Ivanov
showed that the printed pages were typeset according to these corrections.
But if Pavel was the translator, who was the editor? Or were both the same
man, perhaps Pavel as a young man and Pavel several decades later? After
all, the manuscript had physical traces showing that it had been read and
used for a long time, and it also contained several graphic and graphemic
features that could not have been typeset in any case, so perhaps Pavel had
used it in the liturgy before deciding to publish its Slavonic text.
My  colleagues  at  the  University  of  Sofia  provided  me  with  a  letter  of
recommendation, and I set off for the library of the Holy Synod, only to find
it closed. The same experience was repeated the next day. ‘They are priests,
you know,’ the janitor explained to me, ‘you cannot know when they come
and go.’ On the Friday before my departure I decided to try a third time,
and, luckily, the library was open. I asked to see the Church Slavonic Apos-
tle written by Pavel. I did not expect much; I only knew what the call num-
ber of the manuscript had been more than a century earlier, when Spros-
tranov’s (1900) catalogue had been published. But the manuscript was found
immediately. After all, there are no reasons to change call numbers, are
there?
I did not acquire photographs of the Apostle manuscript at that time (I
only received them two years later on my second visit to the library). But I
copied some of Pavel’s typical letter forms, especially in one place where he
had, exceptionally, used Greek script. In the evening I opened my laptop in
the sitting room of the old lady in whose flat the University of Sofia had
placed me and looked once again at the digital photos from Alexandria.
There was no doubt: only the second hand in the manuscript was Pavel’s.
The Alexandria manuscript was not his translation: it was an older text.
This, of course, explained why the manuscript had been formed and
designed as a liturgical book, not as a manuscript for a typesetter. But it also
meant that we did not know who the translator had been.
Somehow people find manuscripts more interesting when they can be
connected to known historical personalities, and I later found that I was not
the only one for whom it was difficult to admit that the Konikovo Gospel
had not been translated by Pavel Božigropski, but only edited by him. But
then, Pavel never claimed to have been the translator! The facsimile of the
printed title page, as reproduced by Ivanov, said quite clearly: PREPISANO I
DIORTOSANO OT MENE PAVEL IROMONAH, BOŽIGROPSKI PROTOSINGEL, RODOM
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VODENSKA (Eparhíja) OT SELO KONIKOVO –  ‘copied and corrected by me,
hieromonk Pavel, a protosingel of the Holy Sepulchre, born in (the diocese
of)  Voden,  the  village  of  Konikovo’.  Ivanov  and  others  after  him  either
thought that prepisano ‘copied’ was a way of saying ‘translated’ (although
this action could have been expressed with tolkuvano, for instance) or that
Pavel must have been the translator because he did not mention anyone else.
Now that we know the Alexandria manuscript, it is reasonable to assume
that Pavel may not have even known the translator, because the manuscript
is perhaps many decades older than the pages printed in 1852.
The  main  goal  of  our  research  was  to  publish  an  edited,  annotated  and
linguistically analysed version of the manuscript’s Greek and Macedonian
texts, and in this we succeeded, thanks to the help of our Macedonian col-
leagues (Lindstedt & al., eds., 2008). But we also wanted to publish the
printed pages for comparison with the original manuscript. Jordan N.
Ivanov, a namesake of the first scholar to study the Konikovo Gospel, wrote
that the printed pages that had been kept in the Ethnographic Museum of
Sofia had been lost during the Second World War (J. N. Ivanov 1973, 128).
Their most extensive publication was Stoilov’s (1917), but during my visit
to the National  Library of  Bulgaria in 2005,  I  was not  able to see the peri-
odical with Stoilov’s article because it was ‘under restoration’. When I vis-
ited  the  next  time  in  2007,  I  again  asked  and  again  received  the  same  an-
swer.  I  remarked that  I  had been patient  enough to wait  for  two years,  and
after a while I was at last given the publication to read. It was still badly in
need of restoration and could not be photocopied, but I succeeded in copy-
ing Stoilov’s edition of the printed pages by hand – and became quite con-
vinced that Stoilov was not a philologist and that his edition contained nu-
merous obvious errors. But his seemed to be the best version that could be
found.
Some time later, in Helsinki, I was searching Google Scholar for the
word ‘Konikovo’ and came across an article by Danova (2005, 120) who in
passing mentioned that in the Czech National Museum, in the book collec-
tion of Pavel Šafa?ík, there were four printed pages of the Konikovo Gospel.
I now knew that these were all the pages that had ever existed. I wrote an e-
mail message to Prague and promptly received digital photos of the four
pages on a compact disc. On the basis of the photos, Max Wahlström and I
prepared a philological edition of the printed pages. A handwritten text on
the first page showed that the copy had originally been bought or received
by the Macedonian scholar Konstantin Dimitrievi? Petkovi? (1826–1897) in
Istanbul on 29 January 1853. Petkovi?’s life and publications had already
been studied by none other than Ljudmil Spasov, our main Macedonian
connection, so it seemed that a god of philologists had prepared many happy
coincidences for us – if we ignore the fact that I had spent two days in the
Sofia library in order to copy Stoilov’s text, which now suddenly was almost
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completely useless, owing to the photos we had by courtesy of the Museum
Regni Bohemiae.
In January 2007 I visited the Library of the Greek Orthodox Patriarchate
of Alexandria. There were many interesting details in Manuscript 268 that
could not be seen in the photos, but unfortunately nothing revealed the iden-
tity of the translator. With some difficulty I found traces of a watermark in
the paper, but its precise shape was difficult to discern. Mika Hakkarainen
skilfully drew a sketch of it, combining its barely visible parts on two dis-
tinct folia. Later I sat long hours poring over watermark albums in the Na-
tional Library in Helsinki and the Carolina Rediviva of the University of
Uppsala, but could not find the watermark of our manuscript. It remains
unidentified to this day, although we have consulted several specialists of
South Slavonic manuscripts.
As the manuscript does not contain a date and its watermark has not been
identified, its dating must be based on indirect evidence. It must be later
than 1710, when the vernacular Greek Gospel text whose copy it contains
was first published, and earlier than 1852, when Pavel Božigropski had the
beginning of its Macedonian text printed. Part of the less certain evidence
points to the end of the 18th century, another part to the time after 1810. A
scholar is always tempted to say that a manuscript may be a bit older than he
or she can really prove, and the general public also thinks that the main vir-
tue of any manuscript is its age. We have written that the Konikovo Gospel
may be an older document of the Modern Macedonian language than the
famous Lexicon Tetraglosson by Daniil of Moschopolis (1802), but the Ma-
cedonian newspapers like to write that it is older.3 Fortunately, we scholars
are kept in check by the fact that sooner or later someone may identify the
watermark that we have published on the Internet.
The Macedonian name and identity issue
Our research into the Konikovo Gospel could not avoid politically charged
issues. This is because neighbouring Bulgaria and Greece still reject Mace-
donian ethnic and linguistic identity. For the Bulgarians, Macedonian is only
a dialect of Bulgarian, falsely declared a language in Tito’s Yugoslavia, and
all attempts to make a distinction between ‘Bulgarian’ and ‘Macedonian’
texts of the 18th or 19th century amount to historical fraud.
The Greeks are less concerned about the possible distinction between
Bulgarian and Macedonian, but they insist that the very name ‘Macedonian’
3 This comparison is further complicated by the fact that according to several sources,
Daniil’s Lexicon was first published in the second half of the 18th century. As convinc-
ingly shown by Ni?ev (1977, 29–38), there is no evidence of such an earlier edition; it
may be a myth somewhat similar to the myth of an entire Gospel printed in Thessaloniki
in 1852.
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cannot be applied to a Slavonic language and people, because the name has
been part of Greek history since the time of Alexander the Great. When the
Republic of Macedonia declared its independence in 1991, Greece renamed
the Airport of Thessaloniki the Airport of Macedonia4 and began adding the
adjective ‘Macedonian’ to all kinds of products coming from the region
around the city. This part of Greece is, of course, part of larger Macedonia,
understood as a geographical concept, and comprising besides the Republic
of Macedonia and part of Northern Greece also the Pirin region of Bulgaria
and a corner of Albania, but the Greeks say this is precisely what they are
afraid of: if an independent state called ‘Macedonia’ exists, then it may, the
Greeks fear, sooner or later want to occupy all the areas in geographical Ma-
cedonia. Needless to say, this could hardly be a real danger for NATO
member Greece.
Most Slavists outside Bulgaria consider Macedonian to be a language
distinct from Bulgarian, although they do not necessarily see an absolute
distinction as deep in history as do most Macedonian linguists. At an inter-
national congress in Tirana in 2004, I was asked in what sense the Konikovo
Gospel is Macedonian. I answered that it is written in a dialect that we
would now classify as Macedonian. Of course, we know that in the 19th
century many Macedonians, including Pavel Božigropski, called their lan-
guage Bulgarian. But many Macedonians did not have an ethnic name for
their  language  at  all,  and  this  was  true,  above  all,  in  the  18th century  (cf.
Friedman 2008). If we keep in mind the historical relativity of such ethnic
and linguistic identities, then there is certainly nothing wrong in calling the
Konikovo Gospel ‘Macedonian’ or in publishing it in a joint project with
Macedonian, rather than Bulgarian, scholars.
There was an ethical pitfall here. The Konikovo Gospel is the oldest-
something or a unique-something only if it is defined as Macedonian. In the
history of the Bulgarian language the Gospel would not occupy such a cen-
tral position, except perhaps from the dialectological point of view. Did I
identify the manuscript as Macedonian so as to make bigger news? ‘The
oldest Gospel in Modern Macedonian’ sounds much better than ‘a curious
Bulgarian  Gospel  in  a  southwestern  dialect’.  My  answer  is  that  I  had  re-
garded the dialects in question as Macedonian long before I knew anything
of Manuscript 268. I am certain that if, say, German Slavists had found the
text  and  published  it  as  ‘Macedonian’,  I  would  not  have  criticised  their
choice of words. And it is only natural that the significance of the oldest-
something is always defined in terms of later history: we would not be very
4 In 2006, the Airport of Skopje, the capital of the Republic of Macedonia, was renamed
the Skopje ‘Alexander the Great’ Airport. Obviously the Greeks and Macedonians should
simply switch the airport names!
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interested in Tim Berner-Lee’s first plans for the World Wide Web at CERN
in 1980 had the Web not acquired its present enormous significance.
By defining the Konikovo Gospel as Macedonian, I thus did not change
my earlier position, but I did perhaps jeopardise my relationships to some of
my Bulgarian colleagues, whom I had known long before Manuscript 268
was found. I am mainly a scholar of Bulgarian and possess an honorary di-
ploma from the Bulgarian Ministry of Culture, conferred in 1999 for ‘devel-
oping and popularising Bulgarian culture’. The Bulgarians still consider
Macedonian history to be part of Bulgarian history – a view that the Mace-
donians, of course, vehemently reject. In Skopje, the university is named
after  St.  Cyril  and  Methodius,  and  the  national  library  after  St.  Kliment  of
Ohrid; in Sofia, it is the other way round. My helpful colleagues in the St.
Kliment of Ohrid University in Sofia consider Manuscript 268 part of the
history of the Bulgarian language; otherwise they would perhaps be com-
pelled to ask why their university has the name of a famous historical person
of another nation, since Ohrid is in Macedonia.
In fact, I twice delivered a guest lecture on the Konikovo Gospel at the
University of Sofia, and I am grateful to my Bulgarian colleagues for their
help in finding historical sources for my research. The Bulgarian/Macedonian
issue was never directly touched upon; it was rather consciously avoided. I
could discuss the dialect base of the manuscript without naming the lan-
guage, although I did not conceal the fact that we were cooperating with the
University of Skopje. From the vantage point of most Bulgarian linguists,
the colleagues in Skopje speak a dialect of Bulgarian, which is why the Bul-
garians could perhaps not directly question our choice.
The problematic relationship between the Republic of Macedonia and
Greece was indirectly involved in the research, too. The Patriarchate of Al-
exandria is still oriented to the Greek world, although the great majority of
African Orthodox believers do not speak Greek at all; French and English
are the main vehicular languages in this huge diocese. It was clear that most
Greek scholars would not accept calling the language in the right column of
Manuscript 268 ‘Macedonian’. I was thinking of this in January 2007 when
His Beatitude Theodoros II, Pope and Patriarch of Alexandria and All Af-
rica, granted an audience to Mika Hakkarainen and me, and we asked the
Patriarch’s permission to publish the manuscript in the series of the Finnish
Society of Sciences and Letters. Was it right to ask for the permission with-
out saying that the manuscript would be published as a bilingual Greek and
Macedonian manuscript, not Greek and Bulgarian as the old catalogue of the
library classified it? On the one hand, I concealed a fact that I knew could
influence the Patriarch’s decision. Yet on the other hand, his collaboration
with Finnish scholars in studying and conserving the manuscripts of the
Patriarchate’s library would not have been on a sound basis if he had
claimed the right to decide what the results of scholarly study were allowed
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to be, and he has never done so. From the point of view of the autonomy of
scholarship I could not ask for anything other than an unconditional publi-
cation permit, and that is what we acquired.
Actually, the most principled behaviour was manifested by Prof. Frösén
and other Finnish Classical scholars working in the Patriarchal library. They
knew that many Greek scholars were jealous of the Finns’ close cooperation
with the Patriarchate in studying the valuable mediaeval manuscripts in Al-
exandria, and they knew that the publication of a Slavonic text as a ‘Mace-
donian’ document could easily be used as an argument for ousting them
from the Patriarchal library. Manuscript 268 was much newer than those the
Classical scholars were primarily interested in, and its Greek column is not
as important  for  the study of the history of  the Greek language as the Sla-
vonic column is for the history and dialectology of Macedonian. The Classi-
cal scholars from Helsinki thus risked a great deal for an issue that was in no
way crucial to their own scholarship. I shall always remember this as a fine
example of scholarly solidarity across disciplines.
The Macedonians as stakeholders
One ethical principle in linguistics should be that a language, including its
historical tradition, primarily belongs to its speakers, especially the native
speakers. This was the main reason for calling the language of the Konikovo
Gospel Macedonian. It was also a reason for publishing the study and edi-
tion of the manuscript in a joint project with Macedonian scholars. It could
even have been a reason for publishing the work in Macedonia because the
project was of national interest for the Macedonians, and the price of the
book, if published in Skopje, would also have been more affordable for the
Macedonians themselves. However, it was clear that it would be politically
much more difficult to obtain a publication permit for Skopje than for Hel-
sinki, and that is why Helsinki was chosen without much discussion. This
choice, of course, could also have been motivated by the privilege of the
finder. Fortunately, the Finnish Society of Sciences and Letters priced the
book so favourably that even Macedonian libraries can afford it.
Because the Macedonian text of the Konikovo Gospel represents the
Lower Vardar dialects, spoken in what is now Northern Greece, it can be
argued that the Macedonian minority in Greece has been a central stake-
holder in this project. In the autumn of 2006, when there was a workshop of
Finnish and Macedonian scholars on the Konikovo Gospel in Ohrid, four of
the participants visited the Greek towns and villages across the border in
order to meet the Macedonians living there and to hear the present-day dia-
lects. Because Greece officially denies the very existence of a Macedonian
minority in the country and there has been oppression of this minority in the
not very distant past, sensitivity was needed during the trip. We were helped
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by Macedonians from Florina (Mac. Lerin) and Edessa (Mac. Voden) who
knew the linguistic situation in the villages.
It goes without saying that we also wanted to visit the village of Konik-
ovo, although we now knew that its relationship to our manuscript was
rather indirect and that in the village itself, now called Dytiko, there were no
Slavonic speakers left. We did not stop there for a long time. We were
warned that when the locals see a car with a Macedonian number plate, they
think that the Macedonians have come to plan how to get back their houses
and fields: the Greeks in these villages are mostly descendants of Greek
refugees from Asia Minor, and the descendants of the original Slavonic
population now live as refugees in Macedonia, Bulgaria and other countries.
At that time reclaiming property sounded a bit far-fetched – but in 2008 the
government of Macedonia actually raised the property issue in a public letter
to the Greek government, which is bound to cause further deterioration of
the relations between the two countries and is, in my opinion, unwise diplo-
macy motivated by short-term profits in Macedonian domestic politics.
After the short visit to Konikovo/Dytiko, we and our friends from
Voden/Edessa found ourselves sitting around a table outside a café in an-
other small village. We knew that the old men inside the poorly lit café were
probably speaking Macedonian among themselves, but we did not know any
of them, and by going inside and speaking Macedonian to them directly, we
would certainly have scared them silent. Two ladies from our company who
spoke Greek, one from Edessa and the other from Helsinki, went into the
café first and explained our mission in that language. The discussion inside,
at times rather loud, continued for some time. Then the ladies came out and
said: ‘Now Jouko can come’. Those who were still left waiting outside said
that  when  I  entered  the  café,  some clients  immediately  left,  and  the  owner
remained standing at the door.
Inside the café I introduced myself to the old men sitting there, speaking
Macedonian to them and explaining why I was there. Nobody replied to
anything I said; rather, there was a long silence. ‘This does not seem to
work,’ I said in Finnish to my colleague. Then, suddenly, a man sitting alone
in the corner said in Macedonian: ‘So you want to hear how we speak here?’
I sat down beside him and we started to talk. I dared not take any notes, but I
tried to remember all the interesting words and forms he used. Soon the
situation grew more relaxed: the remaining members of our company were
able to join us, and the local Macedonians started to speak with them. They
told us that earlier they had suffered a great deal for speaking an oppressed
language.
The Macedonians living in towns did not seem to be so afraid of speak-
ing their language publicly. They were very interested in the photos of the
Konikovo Gospel we showed them. A lady from Edessa who was born in
one of the villages in the region said: ‘It sounds very much as my mother
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used to speak. But, of course, if a priest wrote it, he wrote it in such a fash-
ion that they could understand it even in the neighbouring villages. Perhaps
it was written in Nisja, because a monastery used to be there.’ As regards the
ancient monastery that had disappeared in Nisijskoto blato, the Nisja Marsh,
the lady was echoing an old belief first recorded at the end of the 19th cen-
tury (L?žev 1890). But her layman’s understanding of what a priest would
have done was very sound.
Actually, as early as 1999 I met an old gardener in Thessaloniki who
spoke Macedonian. He did not know the Macedonian standard language at
all; for most modern societal concepts, such as buses or pensions, he knew
only the Greek words. He was certainly not infected by any artificial nation-
alistic propaganda from Tito’s Yugoslavia, as many Bulgarians would like
to contend. But he said that he was speaking Macedonian, not Bulgarian,
and remarked that ‘the Bulgarians speak more thickly’. And he came from
the town of Yannitsa, which the Slavonic Macedonians call Pazar or Enidže
Vardar and which is the centre for the dialect in which the Konikovo Gospel
was mainly written (Karanfilovski 2008; Karanfilovski & al. 2008). So for
me the question of what to call the Slavonic dialect of Manuscript 268 had
been solved well before the manuscript was found.
And perhaps I owe the most to the anonymous scribe and translator of the
manuscript. I do not know who he was or what he called his language,5 but
sitting before his beautiful creation in the chilly library of Alexandria, I be-
gan to appreciate his work and to wish that our study and publication of the
manuscript would prove to be as good as he deserved, and free of those later
national prejudices and scholarly rivalries of which he could not have
known anything.
Author’s email address: jouko.lindstedt helsinki.fi
References
Adamou, Evangelia. 2006. Le nashta: Description d’un parler slave de Grèce en voie de
disparition (Languages of the World / Materials, 456). München: LINCOM.
Anonymous. 1860. Solun, 15 Marta 1860. Caregradskij vestnik 10(476) (26 March
1860), 3.
Carlton, Terence R. 1991. Introduction to the phonological history of the Slavonic lan-
guages. Columbus, OH: Slavica Publishers.
Clarkeburn, Henriikka & Arto Mustajoki. 2007. Tutkijan arkipäivän etiikka. Tampere:
Vastapaino.
5 As Friedman (2008, 387) notes, he ‘may have called it našinski [‘our language’ – JL] or
some variant thereof’. Calling a language simply ‘ours’ is common among speakers of
different minority languages; for a modern parallel in Greek Macedonia, see Adamou
(2006). A more distant parallel is meänkieli, lit. ‘our language’, a language variety close
to Finnish, spoken in Northern Sweden and now having the official status of a minority
language.
The road to Konikovo: Thoughts on the context and ethics of philology
181
Daniil 1802 = ?????????????? ??????????: ????????????????????????????????????????
????????????...
Danova, Nadia. 2005. La bibliothèque de Pavel Šafa?ík et les relations culturelles bul-
garo-grecques. Études balkaniques 2005(4), 111–120.
Friedman, Victor. 2008. The Konikovo Gospel and the Macedonian identity in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. In Lindstedt & al. (eds.) 2008, 385–391.
Frösen, Jaakko & Mika Hakkarainen. 2005. The medieval library of the Greek-Orthodox
Patriarchate in Alexandria (Proceedings  of  the  Finnish  Institute  in  the  Middle  East
2005:1). Contributions by Tuija Kantell and Antti Nurminen. Helsinki.
Ivanov, Jordan. 1917. ??lgarite v Makedonija. Sofija: Carska pridvorna pe?atnica. [Re-
print, Sofija 1986: Nauka i izkustvo.]
Ivanov, Jordan. 1931. ??lgarski starini iz Makedonija. Sofija: D?ržavna pe?atnica. [Re-
print, Sofija 1970: Nauka i izkustvo.]
Ivanov, Jordan N. 1973. Konikovsko evangelie – novob?lgarski pametnik ot 1852 g. In
Slavisti?en sbornik (Po slu?aj VII Meždunaroden kongres na slavistite v?v Varšava),
127–136. Sofija: Izdatelstvo na B?lgarskata akademija na naukite.
Karanfilovski, Maksim. 2008. The Enidže Vardar dialect. In Lindstedt & al. (eds.) 2008,
277–311.
Karanfilovski,  Maksim  &  Ljudmil  Spasov  &  Bor?e  Arsov.  2008.  The  dialect  of  the
Konikovo Gospel in comparison with the Enidže Vardar dialect. In Lindstedt & al.
(eds.) 2008, 313–323.
Konikovo Gospel home page: http://www.helsinki.fi/~jslindst/268/
??žev, Georgi D. 1890. Ot Voden (Makedonija). Nisijskoto blato. Sbornik za narodni
umotvorenija, nauka i knižnina 2, 204–205.
[Lindstedt] Lindstet, Jouko. 2006. Za istorijata na Konikovskoto evangelie. In Preda-
vanja na XXXVIII me?unaroden seminar za makedonski jazik, literatura i kultura
(Ohrid, 3.VIII–21.VIII 2005 g.), 237–245. Skopje: Univerzitet “Sv. Kiril i Metodij”,
Me?unaroden seminar za makedonski jazik, literatura i kultura.
Lindstedt, Jouko & Ljudmil Spasov & Juhani Nuorluoto (eds.). 2008. The Konikovo
Gospel – Konikovsko evangelie: Bibl. Patr. Alex. 268 (Commentationes Humanarum
Litterarum 125). Helsinki: Societas Scientiarum Fennica.
Miklas, Heinz. 2007. St. Catherine’s Monastery on Mount Sinai and the Balkan-Slavonic
manuscript tradition: Abridged version. http://slovo-aso.cl.bas.bg/sinai.html (Ac-
cessed 29 September 2008).
Moschonas, Theodoros. 1945. Patriarchik? Vivlioth??? Alexandreias. Alexandria.
Moszy?ski, Leszek. 1984. Wst?p do filologii s?owia?skiej. Warszawa: Pa?stwowe wy-
dawnictwo naukowe.
Ni?ev, Aleksand?r. 1977. ??etiriezi?nijat re?nik’ na Daniila. Sofija: Izdatelstvo na B?l-
garskata akademija na naukite.
Nuorluoto, Juhani. 2003. Rakopisot na Konikovskoto evangelie kako izvor za fonološki
opis na egejskite makedonski govori. Prilozi na Makedonska akademija na naukite i
umetnostite, Oddelenie za lingvistika i literaturna nauka 28(2). 69–79.
Nuorluoto, Juhani. 2005a. Die Konikovo-Evangeliumshandschrift: Ein neuer Fund. In
Stjepan Damjanovi? (ed.), Drugi Hercigonjin zbornik, 327–340. Zagreb: Hrvatska
sveu?ilišna naklada.
Nuorluoto, Juhani. 2005b. Nov naod: Rakopisot na Konikovskoto evangelie. In XXXI
nau?na konferencija na XXXVII Me?unaroden [seminar] za makedonski jazik, lite-
ratura i kultura (Ohrid, 16–17 avgust 2004 g.), 233–237. Skopje: Univerzitet “Sv.
Kiril i Metodij”, Me?unaroden seminar za makedonski jazik, literatura i kultura.
Jouko Lindstedt
182
Nuorluoto, Juhani. 2006. Grafemskite odliki vo rakopisot na Konikovskoto evangelie.
Makedonski jazik 56 (2005), 49–53.
Ristovski, Blaže. 1989. Arhimandrit adži Pavel Božigropski. (Životot i kniževnoopštes-
tvenata dejnost.) In Blaže Ristovski, Portreti od makedonskata literaturna i nacional-
na istorija, I, 96–107. Skopje: Kultura.
Šaldev, Xristo. 1931. Narodno probuždane v Bojmìja. Makedonski pregled 6(4), 50–69.
Sprostranov, E. 1900. Opis na r?kopisite v bibliotekata pri Sv. Sinod na B?lgarskata c?r-
kva v Sofija. Sofija: D?ržavna pe?atnica.
Stoilov, A. P[op-]. 1917. Arximandrit xadži Pavel Božigrobski, negovata obštestvena i
knižovna dejnost. Obšt podem 1(11), 1(12).
Tarnanidis, Ioannis C. 1988. The Slavonic manuscripts discovered in 1975 at St Cath-
erine’s Monastery of Mount Sinai. Thessaloniki: St Catherine’s Monastery, Mount
Sinai & The Hellenic Association for Slavonic Studies.
